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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 08 February 2006 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-14 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 11-14 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-10 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) O Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) Q Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 > O Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election with traverse of group I in the reply filed on 10/14/2005 is 
acknowledged and the traversal has been previously addressed where the requirement 
was still deemed proper and therefore made FINAL. Applicant again traverses the 
restriction requirement arguing that claim 1 1 requires the step of aligning the areas where 
the chute is attached to the combustor with the operation hoop stress field in the 
combustor wall. The examiner notes that the product can be formed without the aligning 
step because there does not have to be an intentional alignment of the areas where the 
chute is attached to the combustor with the operation hoop stress. It can be discovered 
after the combustor is made that the welds are in the regions of low stress and does not 
require any premeditation to read on the apparatus claims. Note that the apparatus can be 
made by random attachment points of the chute to the combustor wall and still read on 
the claim - so long as the apparatus meets the claim limitations, the method by which the 
apparatus is made is not germane to the patentability of the product. Applicant's 
arguments are again not persuasive and the Finality of the restriction is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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3. Claims 1-6, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by the 
admitted prior art. The admitted prior art teach a combustor for a gas turbine engine 
comprising a combustion chamber wall 4, 6 having formed therein at least one hole 22 
for admitting air into the combustion chamber; at least one air intake chute aligned with 
said hole; during operation a hoop stress field having regions of high D, E and low B, C 
stress concentration around said hole; wherein said chute is attached to the combustor 
wall in a region of low stress concentration [in a region allows some latitude as to 
whether it is at the low stress concentration or not, and the two welds 28 on the right hand 
side of Fig. 2 are deemed to meet this claim limitation]; wherein the chute is attached to 
the combustor wall in at least two regions of low stress concentration; wherein areas 
where the chute is attached to the combustor wall are substantially in the same radial 
plane; wherein the areas of attachment are provided on diametrically opposite sides of 
said chute; wherein the combustor air intake chute is provided with a flange disposed 
around one end thereof; the flange is circular. 

4. Claims 1-6, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Mazeaud et al (5,524,430). Mazeaud et al teach a combustor for a gas turbine engine 
comprising a combustion chamber wall 7 having formed therein at least one hole for 
admitting air into the combustion chamber; at least one air intake chute (unlabeled, 
between 21, 27) aligned with said hole; during operation a hoop stress field having 
regions of high and low stress concentration around said hole; wherein said chute is 
attached to the combustor wall in a region of low stress concentration (dashed lines 
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indicate the connection point is at the upstream location, which is at the same location as 
disclosed by applicant and thus inherently at the low stress regions); wherein the chute is 
attached to the combustor wall in at least two regions of low stress concentration; 
wherein areas where the chute is attached to the combustor wall are substantially in the 
same radial plane; wherein the areas of attachment are provided on diametrically opposite 
sides of said chute; wherein the combustor air intake chute is provided with a flange 
disposed around one end thereof; the flange is circular. 

5. Claim 1-6, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Parker 
(3,899,882). Parker teaches a combustor for a gas turbine engine comprising a 
combustion chamber wall having formed therein at least one hole for admitting air into 
the combustion chamber; at least one air intake chute 60 aligned with said hole; during 
operation a hoop stress field inherently having regions of high and low stress 
concentration around said hole - note that the configuration is analogous to applicant's; 
wherein said chute is attached to the combustor wall in a region of low stress 
concentration (left and right welds 69 - see Fig. 3); wherein the chute is attached to the 
combustor wall in at least two regions of low stress concentration (left and right welds 
69); wherein areas where the chute is attached to the combustor wall are substantially in 
the same radial plane; wherein the areas of attachment are provided on diametrically 
opposite sides of said chute; wherein the combustor air intake chute is provided with a 
flange disposed around one end thereof; the flange is circular. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-6, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art or any of the above applied art in view of the admitted prior art and 
further in view of Goloff et al (4,343,355). The admitted prior art teach the claimed 
invention except for the welds being located at the low stress concentration points but 
would teach one of ordinary skill in the art where the location of the low stress 
concentration is. Goloff et al teach that it is old and well known to those in the welding 
art to place the welds in region of low stress concentration so that minimum stress occurs 
at the weld (col. 6, lines 8-12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to place the welds at the minimum stress concentration location on diametrically 
opposite sides of the hole, in order to minimize the stress that occurs at the weld to 
prolong its life and/or to prevent failure. 

8. Claims 7-10, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over any 
of the above applied and further in view of any of Irwin (3,886,735), Fucci (4,700,544) 
and Bolender et al (6,681,577). The above applied art do not teach the use of the tabs 
projecting from the flange nor their ranges. The use of tabs projecting from the flanges 
for these types of chutes is well known as evidenced by Irwin, who teaches tabs 38 (see 
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Fig. 4) for the chutes and see also tabs 30 of Fucci for the chute and see the tabs for the 
boss 18 on the combustor of Bolender et al where the tabs on the bosses reduce the stress 
concentration (see abstract and Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to employ tabs for the flanges, as taught by any of Irwin, Fucci, and 
Bolender et al, as an equivalent shape utilized in the art and/or in order to reduce stress 
concentrations and/or enhance ease of installation and/or in order to facilitate a strong 
welded connection. As for the claimed ranges, the ranges are deemed an obvious matter 
of finding the workable ranges in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to employ the claimed ranges as an obvious matter of finding the workable 
ranges in the art. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 02/08/2006 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. Applicant's arguments concerning the admitted prior art are 

"One of ordinary skill in the art would understand "a region of low stress 
concentration" as recited, for example, in claim 1, to mean at a location where the 
stress is at its lowest over the span of the weld because the stress concentration 
over the span of the weld may vary slightly (page 8 of amendment)" 

10. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the 
stress is at its "LOWEST" and "may vary slightly") are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 
26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Moreover, the claims are clearly broader than 
applicant's interpretation as the "a region of low stress concentration" is not only not 
limited to the "lowest stress" as argued above, but also because "in a region of..." allows 
for significant variation from the region of lowest stress. 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments concerning Mazeaud et al are also not persuasive as 
applicant argues that Mazeaud et al do not show the stress concentration and thus cannot 
anticipate the claims. On the contrary, as the combustor geometry is analogous to that of 
applicant's invention and the connections are made at the same locations, i.e. the view is 
of a radial cutaway view and thus in the same radial plane, the burden is on applicant to 
show why these features are not inherent. See the excerpt from MPEP 21 12.01 
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"V. ONCE A REFERENCE TEACHING PRODUCT APPEARING TO BE SUBSTANTIALLY 
IDENTICAL IS MADE THE BASIS OF A REJECTION, AND THE EXAMINER 
PRESENTS EVIDENCE OR REASONING TENDING TO SHOW INHERENCY, THE 
BURDEN SHIFTS TO THE APPLICANT TO SHOW AN UNOBVIOUS DIFFERENCE 

"[T]he PTO can require an applicant to prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or 
inherently possess the characteristics of his [or her] claimed product. Whether the rejection is 
based on 'inherency 5 under 35 U.S.C. 102, on 'prima facie obviousness' under 35 U.S.C. 103, 
jointly or alternatively, the burden of proof is the same... [footnote omitted]." The burden of proof 
is similar to that required with respect to product-by-process claims. In re Fitzgerald, 619 F.2d 
67, 70, 205 USPQ 594, 596 (CCPA 1980) (quoting In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1255, 195 USPQ 
430, 433-34 (CCPA 1977))." 

12. Applicant's arguments concerning Parker are also not persuasive as applicant 
argues that Parker et al do not show the stress concentration and thus cannot anticipate 
the claims. On the contrary, as the combustor geometry is analogous to that of 
applicant's invention and the connections are made at the same locations, i.e. the view is 
of a radial cutaway view and thus in the same radial plane, the burden is on applicant to 
show why these features are not inherent. See the excerpt from MPEP 21 12.01 above. 

13. Applicant's arguments regarding the 103 are an unreasonable restatement of the 
examiner's position. The examiner's statement is "Claims 1-6, 15 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the admitted prior art or any of the above 
applied art in view of the admitted prior art and further in view of Goloff et al 
(4,343,355)." There is no admission of " or failing that " that applicant argues is implicitly 
in the statement, these rejections each stand independently of each other and are 
individually proper. 
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14. In response to applicant's argument that Goloff et al is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. 
See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Goloff 
et al teach that it is old and well known to those in the welding art to place the welds in 
region of low stress concentration so that minimum stress occurs at the weld (col. 6. lines 
8-12) and thus is addressed to the same problem of preventing the failure of welds. 

15. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Ted Kim whose telephone number is 571-272-4829. The 
Examiner can be reached on regular business hours before 5:00 pm, Monday to Thursday 
and every other Friday. 

The fax numbers for the organization where this application is assigned are 
571-273-8300 for Regular faxes and 571-273-8300 for After Final faxes. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Thorpe, can be reached at 571-272-4444. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist of Technology Center 3700, whose telephone 
number is 703-308-0861. General inquiries can also be directed to the Patents Assistance 
Center whose telephone number is 800-786-9199. Furthermore, a variety of online 
resources are available at http://www.uspto.gov/main/patents.htm 



Ted Kim 



Telephone 571-272-4829 
Fax (Regular) 57 1 -273-8300 
Fax (After Final) 571-273-8300 



Primary Examiner 
March 20, 2006 



Technology Center 3700 Receptionist 
Patents Assistance Center 
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